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The regular meeting of the University Council was called to order 
by the Chairman, Senior Vice President and Provost, Dr. Frank Marini, at 
3:04 p.m. on Thursday, April 6, 1989 in Leigh Hall 307. 

Fifty-two of the 82 members of Council were present. Those absent 
with notice were Associate Provost Hilton Bonniwell, Associate Provost 
Robert Dubick, Director of ULLR George Hodowanec, Dean James Long, 
Acting Dean John Watt, Dr. Dolores Bower, Dr. Diana Chlebek, Dr. Roger 
Creel, Mr. Richard DiRienzo, Dr. Roger Durbin, Dr. Lawrence Focht, Mr. 
Elton Glaser, Mr. Forrest Smith, Mr. Mark Sopp~land, and Dr. Walter 
Yode Absent without notice were Dean - elle, Or. Eric Birdsall , 
Dr. Dav1 · , - . • ar r1 , r. A. Isayev Dr. Paul Lam, Dr. 
David Timmerman, Dr. Judy Wilkinso , · Student Government 
Representatives Tony Brown, Andrew Milligan and Michelle Walulik, 
Graduate Student Government Representative Cindy Porter, Non-Traditiona l 
Student Government Representatives Carol Adams and Leigh Cromleigh, and 
Student Bar Association Representative Parker Edmiston. 

Item No. 1 - Remarks of the President. The Chairman introduced 
President Muse, whose remarks were as follows: 

Thank you. I wanted to inform you about a couple of events 
that either have occurred or are occurring on the campus. The 
first is that yesterday the Board of Trustees and members of 
University administration had an all-day retreat concerning next 
year I s budget. Perhaps some of you have read reports of that in 
the local press. I should emphasize in the beginning that no 
decisions were made yesterday. The purpose of the retreat was to 
permit us to discuss in depth with the Trustees the current 
financial situation within the University, within the State, and 
our planning for next year's budget; and I think we were able to 
make the Trustees more aware of the financial needs of the 
University, the kind of funding that it will need in order to meet 
its goals. We're still hopeful that the level of State funding 
wi 11 increase. The Senate has yet to act on the appropriations 
bill, and we should find out in late May - sometime in that general 
time frame - what their recommendation wi1l be. If we do not, 
however, receive significant additional State funding over what the 
House of Representatives has recommended, we will very likely need 
to consider an additional tuition increase at the June Board 
meeting - and that could go as high as 14 percent. That was the 
number we were looking at yesterday to balance a budget based upon 
projection of continuing cost, providing what we feel would be a 
reasonable salary increase, and some increase in operating costs 
for the University. We're still on a plan of presenting to the 
Trustees at the June meeting our budget for next year. By that 
time we will know what the Senate has recommended; we should know 
what the level of State funding is; we should know what kind of 
additional tuition increase will be needed. 
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The second item I wanted to inform you about is that when I 
accepted the job here as President, there was an agreement with the 
Board of Trustees that they would evaluate my performance in a very 
comprehensive way at the end of five years; and that 1 s consistent 
with the evaluation process - evaluation period - that we're 
looking at for deans and vice presidents. The Board has, of 
course, made an annual assessment of my performance. To conduct 
the five-year review, the Chairman of the Board decided to use a 
procedure which is currently being used by a number of 
universities, and that is using a review panel from outside the 
institution; and he therefore contacted the President of the 
American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and 
asked him to recommend to the University a list of presidents who 
he felt were qualified to do this job. From that list the Chairman 
of the Board selected three presidents, and they are currently on 
campus; they arrived yesterday and will be leaving on Friday. 
While they are on the campus they will be meeting with members of 
the faculty, the staff, administration, students, with the 
Trustees, and with various community leaders to obtain their input. 
In addition to that, prior to their arrival they were furnished 
with a considerable number of reports that they asked for and 
information that they requested. After their visit, the team will 
provide to the Board of Trustees a report of their findings during 
their visit here. For your information, the members of the team 
are President Edward M. Penson of the University of Wisconsin at 
Oshkosh, President James Appleberry of Northern Michigan 
University, and President Harold Haak of California State 
University at Fresno. If any of you who have not had the 
opportunity wish to make input to the team, you're free to contact 
Charlene Reed, who's Secretary of the Board and who's coordinating 
the visit, and I'm sure she' 11 be happy to provide opportunities 
for you to do so. 

I want also to give you some feedback on a couple of issues 
that are being considered. First is that I have reviewed the 
11 Statement on Teaching Evaluations 11 that you submitted, and I will 
be submitting those recommended guidelines to the Board of Trustees 
for their consideration and approval at the April Board meeting. 

In my opinion, teaching is clearly the most important task, 
the most important activity at The University of Akron; and it 1 s 
important that it be evaluated regularly, and with the utmost care 
and sensitivity. 

I, therefore, applaud your efforts to ensure that the 
evaluation of teaching be done systematically, and that the results 
of the evaluations be used appropriately. 

In supporting the statement, I want to clearly communicate a 
couple of expectations that I'd like to be understood: 

Jl The first is that each class should be evaluated by the 
appropriate procedures each semester. The more 
observations or measurements we have, the more confident 
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we can be of the conclusions that are drawn from the o 
data. 

r:x Secondly, the procedures developed by the departmental 
or college faculties should, in all cases, be reviewed 
and approved by the appropriate college dean and by the 
Provost, with any changes in these procedures subject to 
that same approval. I think it's important that the 
procedures that we use be as consistent as possible 
across the campus and, certainly, they should all be in 
conformity with the University-wide guidelines. 

Lastly, let me report to you that I think it was at the last 
meeting of University Council that I attended I related my concerns 
about the issue of how we report service to STRS and ways in which 
we could support our part-time faculty members without understating 
the actual work which full-time faculty members perform as a part 
of their regular employment. I informed you at that time that, 
after the regulations were available, if we were able to determine 
with reasonable certainty that changes in our STRS reporting would 
have no adverse consequences to our full-time faculty, I would 
recommend the changes as indicated to be effective with the next 
fiscal period commencing July 1, 1989. The regulations 
implementing Section 89 of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 were 
published in the Federal Register on March 7, 1989. Our 
preliminary analysis of these regulations reveals that use of the 
proposed formu 1 a for STRS reporting purposes might cause adverse 
consequences to a large percentage of the full-time faculty. I'm 
advised that there are various nondiscrimination tests used to 
determine Section 89 compliance. Use of the proposed STRS 
reporting formula might cause the inclusion of part-time employees 
along with full-time employees for purposes of Section 89 
nondiscrimination tests. The inclusion of part-time employees 
might well cause the University to fail these nondiscrimination 
tests; thus, the University would be required to report to the IRS 
as taxable income the excess benefits received by a substantial 
number of full-time faculty. I continue to be concerned about the 
impact that Section 89 may have on the University's overall 
benefits program and full-time employees, as well as our ability to 
make favorable changes in how service to STRS is reported for our 
part-time faculty. Therefore, I've directed appropriate 
administrative offices to conduct a review of the applicable IRS 
Code provisions and the new Section 89 regulations, and to provide 
me with all of the available options. As soon as I have that 
analysis, we ought to be able to make a final conclusion on this 
particular matter. 

With that, I have no further prepared remarks and would be 
happy to try to answer your questions. Thank you. 

Item No. 2 - Consideration of the Minutes of the Specia 1 Meeting 
of Univers it_y Council of February 23, 1989 and the Minutes of the 
Regular Meet1ng of University Council of March 2, 1989, as printed in 
The University of Akron Chronicle on March 27, 1989. Dr. Gary Oller , 
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Secretary, announced that no corrections to the minutes of either 
meeting had been received. Dr. Tom Miles asked that the minutes be 
corrected to indicate that he was present at the February 23 meeting. 
He noted that he had sent that correction to the Secretary, and Dr. 
Oller apologized for the error. Dr. Maryhelen Kreidler, who had also 
been listed as absent without notice from that meeting, had been 
present. 

The minutes were then approved as corrected. 

Item No. 3 - Remarks of the Presiding Officer. In the interest of 
saving time, the Chairman presented no remarks. 

Item No. 4 - Special Announcements. There were none. 

Item No. 5 - Reports of Standing Committees. 

A. Executive Committee - Dr. Oller, Secretary, reported that the 
Committee had met on March 17 and had first discussed the question of 
Council representation for Contract Professionals. The issue had been 
an item of New Business at the last meeting of Council; and two 
proposals which the Executive Committee had received had been attached 
to the agenda for the information of Council members, but neither had 
been proposed for acceptance. Council had not reached this item at the 
last meeting, and there was concern that since the issue related to a 
change in Council B~laws, if a proposal was not moved at the Apri 1 
meeting in order toe discussed in May, no action could be taken this 
year. The Committee decided that Dr. Frank Griffin would introduce Dr. 
Irv Brandel's proposal and also remind Council members to be aware of 
the second as a possible source for substitute language or amendments to 
be raised in the discussion of the proposal at the May meeting. 

The Committee then discussed the remaining items under Unfinished 
Business and General Orders and decided to reorder them as they appeared 
in the agenda for the April 6 meeting. The explanation for this 
reordering was so that routine matters which could be dealt with briefly 
- such as the introduction of the proposal for Contract Professional 
representation and the amendment for a secret ballot - would not be 
buried by the larger items, like the Faculty Ombudsman, which could take 
much time. One item of New Business - amending the Council Bylaws by 
striking item D of 3359-10-03, relating to the composition of Council, 
was placed on the agenda. 

Finally, the Committee discussed the sheet to be sent out to 
faculty for choice of committee assignments for 1989-90. 

B. Academic Planning and Priorities Committee - The Chairman 
announced that the Cammi ttee was meeting more or less once a week and 
had been going through college planning updates with some considerable 
care. Considering the pace at which it was moving, he was not certain 
that the Committee would get through them all. He thought that 
substantial critiques were being developed which could be circulated to 
people before the requests for next year's updates were made. He noted 
that the Committee was working well. 
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C. Academic Policies, Curriculum and Calendar Committee o 
Associate Provost Constance Cooper, the Chair, began by asking Council 
to approve the degree candidates for the 1989 May commencement. Copies 
of the list of expected graduates had been circulated by the Registrar 1 s 
Office and were available at the meeting. The motion was seconded, and 
Council then voted its approval of the list. 

Provost Cooper then presented a list of curricula proposals which 
the Committee had approved on March 28 without objection and moved that 
Council approve them as well. These included AS-89-11, 12, 14, 39; BA-
89-08; CT-89-19, 22, 24, 26, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37; ED-89-04, 05, 07, 
08; EN-89-24, 25; FAA-89-02, 10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 42; WC-89-02, 03, 04 
and 05. The motion was seconded, and all the proposals were approved by 
Council. 

Associate Provost Cooper then moved that UC-89-01 be approved, and 
noted that the Committee had passed it with one objection still 
outstanding. She stated that Dr. John Gwinn, the Chairman of the 
NEOUCOM Advisory Committee to the Provost was in Council and would be 
willing to speak about this proposal . The motion was then seconded. 

Acting Dean Glenn Atwood said that since this particular proposal 
dealt with the Honors Program and the University was in the midst of a 
major review of that program, he believed that it was inappropriate for 
Council to consider this now. He moved to ref er the proposa 1 to the 
committee which was studying the University Honors Program for inclusion 
in its considerations. This was seconded by Dr. Don R. Gerlach. 

Dr. Mary Rainey asked for clarification on the nature of the 
proposa 1. Associate Provost Cooper responded that the proposa 1 
suggested a revision of the Honors Program to a 11 ow students in the 
NEOUCOM program to go through an Honors track . The rationale in the 
proposal read as follows: 

When the Honors Program began, students enrolled in the BS/MO six­
year program were not allowed to participate. Part of the 
rationale for preventing the students from Honors consideration 
stemmed from the fact that the BS/MD students complete a four-year 
bachelor of science degree on our campus in two-and-one-half years. 
The curriculum demands would not permit taking required Honors 
Colloquia and writing an Honors Thesis. The attached proposal 
provides a system by which BS/MD students can meet both Honors 
requirements and medical school entrance requirements while 
completing a major in Natural Sciences. 

Associate Provost Cooper then noted that the objection had been 
made by Dean Atwood and read as follows : 11 This rationale for adding to 
the pool is fuzzy and BS/MD students are exempted from completing all 
three colloquia. This should be held until the 'Honors Task Force• 
completes their work. 11 

Dr. Keith Klafehn , speaking as a member of the Honors Counci 1, Q 
stated that this had been discussed at great length in the Honors 
Counc i 1 and the judgment had been made that some very bright students 
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might be lost to our sister institutions because they had honors 
programs which admitted medical students and we did not. The Honors 
Council had decided that it would be in the best interests of the 
University and students to have medical students in the Honors Program. 
He did not think that the proposal should be referred back and ought to 
be passed. 

Dean Marion Ruebel also spoke against Dean Atwood's motion. 
Council had no assurances or guarantees that the Honors Task Force would 
complete its work quickly or even adopt this proposal. 

Dr. Dale Jackson also spoke against the motion and in favor of the 
proposal. The students in NEUOCOM were certainly among the brightest 
freshmen in the University, and there was absolutely no doubt of their 
ability and their performance. They took what was probably among the 
most difficult and intensive curriculum that the University had to offer 
and worked all summer long with a heavy load, easily carrying 20 hours a 
semester. He did not think that it was appropriate to exclude them from 
the program now or to delay it for another year. 

After Acting Dean Atwood restated his motion, 11 that Council refer 
this proposal (UC-89-01) to the appropriate committee which is currently 
looking at revising the Honors Program," the Chairman called for a vote. 
The motion was defeated. 

Dr. Wi 11 i am McGucken then rose to speak against approving the 
proposal. He opposed it on sever a 1 grounds. First of a 11 , it wou 1 d 
permit BS/MD students to graduate from the Honors Program without 
fulfilling the requirements that Honors students had to fulfill. 
Secondly, it undermined the educational philosophy of the Honors 
Program. Thirdly, it undermined the integrity of the Honors Program 
and, fourthly, its justification was without merit. 

Dr. McGucken then reread the proposal's rationale (see above). He 
noted that in the present Honors Program students were required to take 
three colloquia, one in the social sciences, one in the humanities, and 
one in the natural sciences, The proposal would require the BS/MD 
students to take only two of those three co 11 oqu i a - the ones in the 
humanities and the social sciences. They would be exempt from the 
natural science colloquium because they already took many science 
courses. But science majors in the Honors Program - people who would 
graduate in physics, chemistry, math, biology, and so on - had to take 
the science colloquium. It was a requirement, and it was here that Dr. 
McGucken thought that the proposal was undermining at least a part of 
the educational philosophy of the Honors Program. The natural science 
colloquium was not just another science course. Rather, it was an 
opportunity to look at science and discuss it from a broad cultural 
perspective - its history, methods and philosophy, the social, cultural 
and intellectual ramifications, etc. It was desirable for both science 
and non-science students to be engaging in a dialogue - which was what a 
colloquium was - and discussing these issues. 

In addition to undermining the educational philosophy, the proposal 
undermined the integrity of the Honors Program as well. If the proposal 
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were passed, natural science majors in the program would wonder why they 
were required to take the natural science colloquium if the BS/MD people 
were not. If these people were also made exempt, then Honors students 
in the humanities or social sciences would have to be allowed to be 
exempt from their respective colloquia. This would further damage the 
integrity of the program. 

In regard to the Honors Thesis, the proposal read that "A major 
research paper will be required. A University of Akron faculty member 
shall direct the paper. The work must be completed prior (emphasis by 
McGucken) to the completion of the undergraduate degree." Dr. McGucken 
thought that this was fine, but the proposal went on to provide three 
options, two of which he found questionable. The first said: 0 A 
student may complete a research laboratory project in Biology during the 
first sunrner of medical school" (emphasis by McGucken}; that is, after 
they have completed the bachelors program. The second option was even 
more deplorable: 11A student may complete a major paper as part of the 
Human Values in Medicine curriculum at NEOUCOM and transfer (emphasis by 
McGucken} up to three hours of credit back to The Un1vers1ty of Akron." 
Thus, students would be transferring three hours of credit from a course 
that was required at Akron medical college back to the program. 

Or. McGucken then commented on a few points in the section of the 
proposal entitled 11Additional Items." One stated that 11 

••• Honors work 
in the divisional major will not be required. 11 But the Honors Program 
requirements state: "If Honors work exists in the major department, at Q 
least one of the contributing Honors courses must be completed. 11 The 
proposal a 1 so allowed BS/MD students to take a non-Honors sect ion of 
English, yet the Program required those Honors students who had to take 
English to take an Honors section of English composition. 

The main justification for this proposal was the point that the 
University was losing qualified students for this program to Kent State 
primarily because all BS/MD students at Kent were automatically enrolled 
in the Honors College. Dr. McGucken wondered if this was really so and 
called the medical school for information on this matter. In presenting 
the following figures, he reminded Council members that each year Akron, 
Kent, and Youngstown admitted 35 students in the BS/MD program. These 
figures came from a five-year report just completed by the medical 
school. Beginning in 1984 - Akron had 295 applications, Kent 283, 
Youngstown 228; in 1985 - Akron 250, Kent 227, Youngstown 202; in 1986 -
Akron 271, Kent 242, Youngstown 213; in 1987 - Akron 225 , Kent 193, 
Youngstown 167; and in 1988 - Akron 300, Kent 274 , Youngstown 249. For 
1989, currently, Akron had 337, Kent 325, Youngstown 270. He thought 
that these figures indicated that Akron was the program of choice, and 
from this perspective there was no rea 1 reason to interfere with our 
Honors Program. 

Dr. McGucken concluded with a suggested alternative for the BS/MD 
students. C&T College had what was known as a Distinguished Student 
Program. Exceptional students were selected in the C&T College to 
participate in that program, part of which involved two colloquia - one Q 
given by the C&T College, and the other selected from the three offered 
in the Honors Program. A successful student in this program received 
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the title Distinguished Student, and perhaps, until they were able to 
participate fully in the Honors Program, the BS/MD students might 
consider this option. We might have distinguished BS/MD students. 

In response to Dr. McGucken 1 s presentation, Dr. Gerlach commented 
that unless Council heard good arguments to the contrary, he could not 
see how a solitary member of the body could vote any other way than to 
reject this proposal. 

Dean Ruebe l disagreed and said that he had not heard anything in 
the presentation which changed his mind. For instance, the number of 
students who applied did not give any indication of the quality of the 
students that were accepted into the program. These were two completely 
different things. If we were talking about students who had a gpa of 
3.8 and who could complete a baccalaureate degree in two-and-a-half 
years, he was not sure that we were really talking about diluting the 
program or seeing to it that the students were not going through a 
program rigorous enough. Dr. C. Frank Griffin stated that he had taught 
every student in the BS/MD program, and they all were of the highest 
quality. 

In response to the question about the natural science colloquium, 
Dr. Jackson noted that the BS/MD students did take a comparable course , 
which went under the rather puzzling title of Health Care Delivery 
Systems. Having taught one of these himself and being familiar with the 
material in another, he thought that there might be some 
misunderstanding that the BS/MD students did not get the kind of 
information which would be presented in the natural science colloquium. 
He also pointed out that the BS/MD program was somewhat unusual. Many 
people were more familiar with a four-year bachelor degree and 
professional school afterward, but this system also worked quite well. 
It had some of the most talented students enrolled in the University in 
it, and he did not see why some minor accommodations in the system, 
which had been devised several years ago as a trial, could not be made 
for them. 

Mr. David Jamison agreed and thought that the reasons so far 
offered against the proposal were not sufficient justifications for 
voting it down. 

Dr. Roger Keller commented that it had to be remembered that a 
significant number of these students applied to all three universities 
and, after being accepted by all three, then made their final decisions. 
There was some competition among the universities as to which school 
these students would finally choose. The option which this proposal 
would offer them would be an inducement. He also noted that these 
students did take a considerable number of other kinds of courses which 
were not generally available to the University students as a whole, 
including some programs in public health. They did get a relatively 
broad exposure to science in general and natural science in particular. 
He would personally support the inclusion of these students in the 
Honors Program. 

Dr. Gwinn then asked for permission to speak, and Council voted its 



Apri 1 27, 1989 Page 10 

approval. Or. Gwinn explained that this proposal came out of a 
comprehensive review of the BS/MD curriculum which had been initiated 
about two years ago. The advisory committee employed information from a 
variety of sources, including surveys of graduates, interviews with the 
medical school dean, and with the deans at the University, as well as 
faculty from the departments involved, etc. In considering possible 
changes in the curriculum, the advisory committee saw that what it was 
considering pretty closely paralleled the Honors Program. In 
discussions with the Honors Counci 1, the co11111ittee was encouraged to 
create a program whose requirements would closely match the Honors 
Program; and what had been established in this proposal would not be an 
alteration to the Honors Program but rather a track within the Honors 
Program exclusively for those students who had entered the BS/MD 
program. 

His reading of the charter which Council approved from the Honors 
Counci 1 indicated that the Honors Council had the authority to make 
appropriate changes, recommendations to change , and substitutions . One 
of the recommended changes related to the elimination of the natural 
science colloquium. The BS/MD students took a lot of science courses -
64 credits - and they had courses that looked at the impact of science, 
particularly medical science, on society through the Health Care 
Delivery Systems courses which Or. Jackson mentioned anct also through 
another course in the humanities in medicine. The committee thought 
that, since the students were only on campus for three su11111ers in two 
years, partially due to scheduling and partially due to a redundancy the 0 
science colloquium could be left out. 

In regard tp the Honors Thesis, the committee recognized that it 
was a very significant project of work, normally extending across two 
semesters and often involving extensive library or laboratory research. 
Within the context of the BS/MD, the committee tried to create an Honors 
Project which would be a significant one, integrated with some 
independent research and/or library research. 

Dr. Gwinn a 1 so wanted to point out that the Honors Program was 
available to students at Kent and Youngstown, but not at all at our own 
institution. 

Dr. Jacqueline Ang l in, having been an Honors preceptor in her 
college, thought that Council needed to consider human relations and the 
effect of having these students in the Honors Program. The students 
should not be excluded from the benefits of working one on one with a 
mentor. This could be of enormous help in going through what were for 
them quite difficult years and be an important influence in their 
subsequent success or failure in medical school. There were other 
privileges that went with being an Honors student, such as the library 
privileges, anq also the prestige of having graduated with honors. For 
all of these reasons, she favored acceptance of the proposal. 

Mrs. Linda Weiner asked Dr. Gwinn why these students would not have 
to take Honors English. When Dr. Gwinn questioned this, Dr. McGucken 
indicated that the proposal contained the statement that said that, in 
exceptional cases, they would not have to take Honors English, and this 
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offered a loophole that many would opt for. 

Dr. David Buchthal asked whether there were any Honors students who 
had graduated in the last five years who did not take Honors English. 
Dean Claibourne Griffin said that there were, and agreed that this 
loophole had been there for some time and was not being introduced by 
this proposal. Indeed, many of the Honors students did not take 
English, Honors or non-Honors. He thought that it was a mistake for the 
BS/MD students not to be eligible for the Honors Program. However, he 
thought that it would be a bigger mistake to eliminate the requirement 
of an Honors Thesis because he thought that it was probably the most 
significant part of the program. For this reason, he was going to vote 
against the proposal. 

Dr. Ger 1 ach wondered whether the rea 1 reason behind a 11 of this 
wasn't financial. Didn't Honors students have available to them various 
scholarships? If so, wouldn't this open the way for the medical 
students to gain scholarship aid through the Honors Program and possibly 
deprive our regular Honors students of accessibility to the same amount 
of funds? 

Dr. Keller replied that virtually all of the BS/MD students already 
qualified for one scholarship or another, and he did not think that 
their presence in the Honors Program would dilute the availability of 
funds for the other Honors students. Dr. Gwinn added that students 
accepted into the BS/MD program automatically received a scho 1 arsh i p 
which was renewed each year, provided they maintained their grade-point 
average. They would be taking no funds from the regular Honors 
students. 

The question was then called on whether or not to approve this 
proposal which would allow BS/MD students in the Honors Program with 
some special provisions. A vote was taken, and the proposal was 
approved. 

D. Athletics Connnittee - Dr. George Prough wanted to formally 
announce to Council certain decisions made by the Athletics Department 
which had been very objectively reported in the newspapers lately. 
First, the Athletics Department had hired Coleman Crawford as Head Men's 
Basketball Coach, replacing former Head Coach Bob Huggins. Coach 
Crawford came to the University from the University of Tennessee, where 
he had served as Assistant Coach. He already had an excellent 
understanding of The University of Akron and its basketball program, 
having served as Assistant Coach under Huggins from 1984 to 1986. 

Second, Joey Arietta, formerly Head Women I s Softba 11 Coach, had 
resigned from her coaching position. Personal reasons were cited for 
the move. She would be reassigned, probably to the sports information 
function and to some other administrative spot in the Department of 
Athletics. Bobby Curtis, Assistant Coach since 1985, would serve as 
Interim Head Coach for the remainder of the season, at which time a 
search for a person to fill the Head Coach position would begin. 

E. Campus Facilities Planning Committee - Mr. Art Pollock, the 
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Chairman, stated that there was no report but that the Committee would Q 
meet on Friday, April 28 , at 9:30 a.m. 

F. Faculty Rights and Responsibilities - No report. 

G. Faculty Wel l-Being Committee - Dr. Oller read Mr. Mark 
Soppeland 1 s report. The Committee, which met on March 17, first 
considered the issue of anonymous evaluation of faculty versus due 
process, and decided to refer the issue to the Faculty Rights and 
Responsibilities Committee, It next discussed the plans and activities 
of the University Parking Committee. Concern was expressed over 
potential direct billing of faculty and staff for parking permits. It 
was decided to present the following resolution for Council 1 s 
consideration: °Faculty and staff parking privileges will be maintained 
without direct financial involvement." 

Finally, the Committee reviewed the continuing study of faculty and 
staff health benefits by the University Health Care Benefits Task Force. 
Many plans had been evaluated in an attempt to find the most cost 
effective methods of providing health coverage. Of some concern was the 
consideration to freeze University health care expenditures at the 1989 
level. It was anticipated that health care costs would rise 16 to 25 
percent in 1990. Some of these additional costs might be offset by 
increased efficiency in the program; much of it would be assumed by the 
faculty and staff. 

The Chairman asked Dr. Oller about the Committee's intention 0 
regarding the statement on parking. Or. Oller answered that Mr. 
Soppeland had told him that the Committee wanted Council to be aware 
that this was something that might be in the works and had thought that 
Council might want to be on record with a definite statement or reaction 
to this possibility. Dr. Gerlach then moved to accept the Convnittee's 
report, which included the statement with regard to parking, and the 
motion was seconded. 

In response to Dean Isaac Hunt I s query about the meaning of the 
resolution, Dr. Oller noted that it meant that we did not have to pay 
for parking. Dean Hunt thought that this a fairly convoluted way of 
saying it. 

Dean Jane Martin wondered whether it was within the rights and 
responsibilities of the Council to make such a resolution. Did Council 
set parking fees and things of that nature? The Chairman responded that 
Counci 1 did not. 

Dr. William Fleming believed that the answer to Dean Martin's 
question was that this had been considered in the University as part of 
the benefits package. The Chairman agreed and, as a point of 
information, noted that parking was not free. A fee was charged for 
each employee, and the University paid that fee for faculty and staff. 
The resolution essentially said that it was the endorsement of this body 
that this situation would evermore be true and that no one should ever 
ask that the employees themselves pay this fee. He also knew of no 
suggestion anywhere in the University that the practice be changed. 
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Dean Hunt thought that, if the students had to pay for parking, 
faculty could well afford to pay for theirs as well. Dr. Jackson 
replied that maybe the Dean could afford it. 

Dr. Michael Farona thought that the argument was moot since, in a 
very real sense, faculty and staff were paying for their parking 
already. There was only so much money in the General Fund and, if some 
were taken out to pay for our parking privileges, there would be less 
for raises, etc. 

The quest ion was called, and Council voted its approva 1 of the 
Committee report and the resolution on parking which it contained. 

H. Library and Learning Resources Committee - Dr. Robert Kent, the 
Chairman reported that the Committee had met on March 7 and discussed 
and evaluated various proposals which had been suggested to improve 
security in Bierce Library. This discussion represented a culmination 
of the research and discussion with which the Committee had been 
i nvo 1 ved over the past year and a half on the quest ion of library 
security. The Committee had discussed this with Bierce Library faculty 
and staff and the University policy department. It had collected data 
on current security arrangements for the library and on the number and 
type of security problems reported during the fall semester of 1988 in 
the library, and it investigated student behavior codes and regulations 
for other Ohio universities as they pertained to the issue of 1 ibrary 
security. The Committee's conclusion was that the library faculty and 
staff had made commendable efforts to insure a safe environment in the 
library; however, the Committee thought that insuring the security of 
the library was not a responsibility which should fall on the shoulders 
of the librarians or library staff personnel. The security of the 
library could and should be improved, and this responsibility properly 
belonged to the University police department operating in conjunction 
with the library 1 s Director and the faculty. As a result of these 
deliberations, the Committee unanimously passed a resolution, with two 
suggested accompanying resolutions, regarding a Library Patrol for 
consideration by Council (see Appendix A). Dr. Kent then read the 
resolution with its "Whereas" justifications. 

The Chairman relinquished the Chair to Dr. John Bee, President Pro 
Tern of Council. Dr. Farona commented that it was difficult for him to 
appreciate the proposal without any accompanying data. He had not been 
aware that problems in the Bierce Library were so extreme as to go all 
the way to a police state. He wanted to know what the prob 1 ems were, 
what attempts had been made to rectify them, and why such extreme action 
had been proposed. He also was concerned about how one would decide on 
a person's psychological instability and who would make that decision. 

Dr. Kent responded that much negative publicity about library 
security had appeared over the past year in such places as Paul Harvey 1 s 
radio program, as well as locally in The Buchtelite. Much of it related 
to such things as reports of young people having sex in the study 
carrels and a foot fetishist who had sent as many as five letters to one 
librarian, and who had asked a number of women in the library if he 
could touch their feet. In reference to Dr. Farona's comment about a 
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po 1 ice state, Or. Kent wanted to point out that at present uniformed 
po 1 ice personnel were assigned to the 1 ibrary and were on duty Sunday 
through Thursday from 9 to 11 p.m., Friday from 5:30 to 9, and Saturday 
from 4 to 8 p.m. The Committee did have data on incidents in the 
library during the fall semester. There were 29 incidents, including 8 
thefts, 1 sexual offense, 5 harassments, 1 safety hazard, 1 lost person, 
1 lost property, 9 suspicious persons, and 2 menacing incidents. 

Dr. Mar in i then rose to state that he had a mot ion to offer in 
respect to this proposal which he wished to preface with an introductory 
comment. He had once been on a campus where a department during its 
regular meeting decided to vote that the university would supply an 
administrative assistant for the department chair, and then proceeded to 
vote what the salaries would be for the following year in that 
department. In the past few years he had had great hopes for the 
strengthening of Council as part of a shared approach to governing the 
campus, and he had tried to do everything he could to achieve this. A 
lot of the people in Council had worked toward that goal also, but here 
this afternoon Council had just considered an item of business relating 
to parking fees and how they would and would not be charged. A short 
time ago Council had voted on whether paychecks would be issued twice a 
month to employees to whom they were presently being issued once a 
month. Now it was deciding not only that there was a safety problem in 
the library, but how many people should be patrolling the library and 
what they should do when they saw something. In effect, it was deciding 
police procedures. He thought that it was only a little way before Q 
Council would start voting salaries for faculty, if it was going to vote 
on fringe benefits like parking fees. 

He therefore wanted to present a motion to table this proposal. He 
really believed that how Council behaved would affect the credibility of 
the body. As Council proceeded to vote on more and more things which 
were properly matters on which only the Board of Trustees could vote or 
were administrative questions, such as how the library was to be 
monitored, it would destroy its ability to do that which only Council 
cou 1 d do. If Council wanted to pass a reso 1 ut ion ca 11 i ng a safety 
problem to the attention of the University, or the President, or the 
police, he thought that it would be appropriate. However, when it 
started saying how many people should patrol, in what fashion, and what 
they should do when they saw something, Council was behaving entirely 
inappropriately and would lose its credibility for those things which 
only it could do. He then moved to table, and the motion was seconded. 

In response to a question as to whether the motion to table was 
debatable, Or. Gerlach said that unfortunately it was not, and that the 
motion was foul play. 

The Chairman (Dr. Bee) then called for a vote, and the motion to 
table was passed by a vote of 20 to 16, with 4 abstentions. Dr. Marini 
then returned to the Chair. 

I. Reference Committee - No report. 

Dr. McGucken then asked the Chairman what was going to happen with 
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regard to the issue which had been genuinely and sincerely brought 
before Council by the Library Committee and had just been tabled . 

Dr. Kent added that the Cornmittee 1 s concern had been to bring the 
issue and problem to the attention of Council - not the specifics of the 
proposal, which Dr. Marini had referred to. The Committee's conclusion 
had been t~at (1) there was a perception of a security problem in the 
library among patrons and the people who worked there; and {2) it was 
not the responsibility of the library to pay for police protection in 
the library as it was currently doing, and this was properly the 
responsibility of the University police. This was the sense of the 
proposal - to alert Council to the problem and ask it to look into the 
matter. The Committee had spent over a year and a half on this problem 
and did not take the issue lightly. People had been talking about the 
problem and something needed to be done. The members of the Committee 
were not experts in criminal justice, etc. with regard to the specifics. 
They had simply suggested this as a way of beginning to deal with the 
problem. 

The Chairman offered a partial answer to Dr. McGucken's question. 
By the next meeting of Council, he would attempt to look into the matter 
and discuss it with the police. He had already received a memo from the 
Director of the ULLR about this, which was not entirely supportive of 
the resolution which had been presented to Council. He would discuss it 
both with the Director and campus police, and he would report back to 
Council at its next meeting about this matter. It would be entirely 
appropriate for any member of Council to move to take this resolution 
from the table at that time. 

J. Research Facult Pro·ects Committee - Dr. Carl McMillin, the 
Chairman, reporte tat t e omm1ttee a met on March 3 and evaluated 
24 proposals for Spring Faculty Research Grants. Sixteen proposals were 
funded, for a total of $38,146, and a list of these had already been 
published in the March 27 issue of the Chronicle. Attached to his 
report for publication in the next Chronicle was a breakdown by 
department and college of the number of proposals submitted and percent 
of proposals funded, both in the past year and from 1983 to the present 
(see Appendix B). It just might alleviate some of the concerns that 
some people had on the fairness of the awards. 

The ad hoc committee, which had been assembled to review the 
processes involved in research grant evaluation, had been meeting in 
subconuni ttees and met again as a body on March 9. A 1 arge number of 
issues were discussed and evaluated. Recommendations were given to the 
Vice President for Research and Sponsored Projects for presentation to 
the Research Committee when it first meets in the fall. 

K. Student Affairs Committee - No report. 

Item No. 6 - Report of the Akron Representative of the Faculty 
Advisory Committee to the Chancellor, Ohio Board of Regents. Dr. Mary 
Rainey stated that she had submitted a written report, and would 
continue to do so for the rest of the year (see Appendix C). 
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Item No. 7 - Unfinished Business and General Orders. The Chairman o 
stated that the first item of business was representation of Contract 
Professionals on University Council, and he recognized Dr. Frank 
Griffin. Dr. Griffin stated that in the fall Council had passed a 
change in its Bylaw) giving the General Faculty (Contract Professional/ 
Instructional group membership on Council. President Muse had vetoed 
this resolution, giving the reason that all Contract Professionals 
should be represented. Dr. Griffin now wished to move the adoption of a 
new proposal from Dr. Irv Brandel which incorporated the President's 
wish and also raised the representation from one to two, since the 
number represented would go from about 150 to 250. A separate proposal 
had been made by Patrick Darrah, and anyone who favored that one might 
do so by off er i ng amendments to the Brandel proposa 1 at the next 
meeting. With the urging that all debate on this issue be delayed until 
the next meeting, he moved the adoption of the Brande 1 proposa 1 for 
Bylaws changes providing two Contract Professiona 1 representatives to 
Council. This was seconded by Dr. Bee. 

In answer to Dean Hunt I s question regarding the 
debate, the Chairman noted that, as is usual with 
Council could not act on this motion at this meeting. 
to discuss the issue now, but the mover was urging 
postponed until next time. 

postponement of 
Bylaws changes, 
It was possible 
that debate be 

Council then moved on to the motion to amend Council Bylaws, 
Section 3359-10-07 Meetings: 

(H) ANY SEVEN MEMBERS OF COUNCIL MAY REQUIRE THAT VOTES ON 
SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES OR LEGISLATION BE TAKEN BY BALLOT OR BY ROLL 
CALL. 

The Chairman asked Dr. Gerlach, as the mover of the motion, if he 
wished to speak to it. Dr. Gerlach said that he had tried to explain 
the reason for it at an earlier meeting. The intent of this motion was 
to allow Council to get round the point of Robert's Rules, which would 
require a majority vote of Council for a ballot or roll call vote. In 
bodies like University Council, it was considered to be cricket, or 
proper, for something far less than a majority to be able to call for 
such a recorded vote. 

The Chairman, hearing no further discussion, called for a vote, and 
the motion carried. However, Dr. Gerlach asked for an exact count 
because an amendment to the Bylaws required a majority of the voting 
membership of Council, not just a majority of the members present. The 
Chairman ca 11 ed for the vote again, and there were 33 votes in the 
affirmative. Since a majority of voting members of Council would be 40, 
the motion was defeated. 

A discussion initiated by Dr. Gerlach fol lowed about how this 
motion could be brought back for a second vote. The Chairman concluded 
that this could be done in two ways - either somebody who had voted 
against it {the prevailing side, since the motion failed} could move to 
reintroduce it at the next meeting, or a Council member could introduce 
the motion or its essentials again and let it proceed through the 
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regular process. 

The next item of business was a motion to amend Faculty Manual 
section 3359-20-02 Organization of the University (5)(vi), pertaining to 
department head evaluations (see Appendix D). When Council had 
adjourned in March it had been discussing this motion, and Or. Fleming 
had offered an amendment which would replace the language "These 
evaluations shall include a question, 'Shall the department head be 
retained?' 11 with "The dean sha 11 require a secret ba 11 ot of each member 
of each department at least once in every four years, oftener as 
circumstances may suggest, and these ballots shall require a 60 percent 
support for retention of the department head in that off ice." Council 
now returned to that amendment. 

Dr. Rainey wanted to speak against the figure of 60 percent for 
retention because she believed that it was too high. Department heads 
had a great many constituencies to which they answered - students, 
faculty, and administrators. Their roles were difficult and at times 
not popular. She moved that the phrase "without a favorable vote of 60 
percent of the faculty" be amended to "without a majority vote of the 
department faculty." Dr. Jackson seconded the motion. 

Dr. Fleming said that he was not insensitive to the problems which 
department heads and division chairmen might have in these voting 
situations. His rationale for the 60 percent had been to have a figure 
which would avoid the possibility of an even division of votes and no 
clear decision. 

Dr. Gerlach noted that the provision in the Faculty Manual for 
initial appointment of department heads by the board indicated that a 
two-thirds vote of the faculty members of the department was required. 
What was wrong with requiring something like two-thirds to retain them? 

Dr. Paul Merrix pointed out that there was a great deal of 
difference because a person who came into the position with a two-thirds 
vote had not yet committed his first act as head. The person might have 
been brought in to shake up a department which very badly needed to be 
shaken up, and after four years on the job he might not even get 50 
percent, let alone 60 percent. That did not mean that the person was 
not doing a good job. Dr. Merrix suggested a figure of 51 or 52 percent 
because 60 percent was just too high. 

Dean Griffin wanted to argue for a 11 no 11 vote on the entire 
question. He had department heads in his college who right now probably 
could not even get 10 percent approval in their department, but it was 
still in the department's best interests to retain them. This was not a 
popularity contest, and the office should not be held by Mr. or Ms. 
Congeniality. He did not like the whole idea of a vote on the 
continuation of the department head under any circumstances. 

The Chairman then called for a vote, and Dr. Rainey's amendment 
passed. Council then returned to Or. Fleming's amendment. 

Dean Atwood wondered how faculty could be required to vote. He 
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thought that it would be better to say "He shall conduct a secret 
ballot, 11 rather than "require a secret ballot, 11 and moved that language 0 
as an amendment. This was seconded. 

After some discussion, Council voted on the amendment, and it was 
passed. 

Dr. Bee then pointed out that if Dr. Fleming's amendment were 
passed as it was now worded, if five people in a 10-person department 
returned ballots and only three were in favor , then the department head 
had received a majority of the ballots and would be recommended for 
retention. Since no one could be required to vote, the majority figure 
would not pertain to the total number of faculty in the department but 
to the number of those actually voting. 

The Chairman agreed with Dr. Bee's interpretation, and Dean Hunt 
attempted to deal with this by amending the language of the first part 
of the motion to read "The dean sha 11 conduct a secret ballot of a 11 
members of ••• " - replacing 11 each 11 with 11all, 11 and adding an 11 s 11 to 
11 member. 11 This was seconded. 

Dr. Mary Ellen Atwood reminded Council that this was not a police 
state. It was a democracy, and no one could make her vote on anything. 
She had the right to abstain on a ballot and not participate in an 
election. The Chairman answered that there was nothing in the language 
of Dr. Fleming's amendment which would attempt to force her to vote if 
she did not want to. 

After a bit more discussion, Dean Hunt's amendment was passed by 
Counci 1. 

Dean Hunt then went on to make a further amendment so that the vote 
would require a majority of the total departmental membership to support 
retaining the department head in his office. This was seconded. 

In the ensuing discussion, there was a great deal of confusion 
regarding the abstention vote. How was it to be counted in relation to 
the majority? Was it a •no" vote? Counci 1 voted down Dean Hunt I s 
amendment which would have required a majority of the total departmental 
membership's support for retention of the department head, but 
discussion continued regarding the interpretation of an abstention vote. 
Finally, Dr. Jackson suggested that because there was so much confusion 
it would be appropriate to postpone this item until the next meeting of 
Council. People could think about what the implications of the vote 
were and be prepared to take action on it. This motion was seconded, 
and the Secretary was asked to inform the Executive Committee that this 
item should be placed at the top of the agenda for the next Council 
meeting. Council then voted to postpone discussion. 

Item No. 9 - Motion for Adjournment . Dr. Fai t h Helmick then moved 
to adjourn, and this was seconded . Council voted its approval, and the 
meeting ended at 4:55 p.m. 

0 
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APPENDIX A 

ULLR Connnittee Resolution to Improve Library Security 

Whereas the replacement of damaged, mutilated, or stolen books, 
periodicals, and other library materials is costly and adversely 
affects the library budget. 

Whereas damage to library furniture and fixed facilities is costly. 

Whereas inappropriate behavior (eating, drinking, and loud talking, and 
socializing} by some library patrons is detrimental to the academic 
atmosphere of the library. 

Whereas library security for persons and their personal property should 
receive higher priority, and current personnel assigned to this 
task are inadequate. 

The University Council reconwnends that the President approve and present 
the following resolution to the Board of Trustees for adoption, 
effective Fall Semester 1989: 

1. The University of Akron Police Department shall create a Library 
Patro 1 for the survei 11 ance of the 1 i brary. The Library Patro 1 
shall be managed, trained, funded, by the Director of University 
Safety and Security. The duty of uniformed Library Patrol shall be 
to enforce posted regulations by issuing written warnings and 
tickets for amounts of up to $50.00 for minor infractions. The 
Library Patro 1 sha 11 ca 11 UAP0 officers to the scene when more 
serious violations occur. 
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Suggested Accompanying Resolution to Amend the Faculty Manual, Student 
Disciplinary Procedures, Sect ion 3359-40-01 Campus Conduct, effective 
Fall Semester 1989: 

1. Add new clauses as (F), (2), (c), {d) and (e) [then re- letter the 
subsequent existing clauses as (f) through (j)] as follows: 

(c) Failure to identify oneself when asked; 

(d) Engaging in lewd, indecent, obscene, degrading or morally 
embarrassing conduct; inappropriate sexual language or 
correspondence constituting sexual harassment; sexual 
harassment; or evidencing psychological instability that 
endangers others or disrupts the normal functioning of the 
University; 

2. Insert the additional words in (G), line 5, after 11 to 11 and before 
11 suspension 11

: fines of up to $50.00, 

[This section applies to everybody who sets foot on campus] 
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Additional Accompanying Resolution to Amend the Faculty Manual, Student 
Disciplinary Procedures, Section 3359-41-02 Definition of Student 
Misconduct, effective Fall Semester 1989: 

1. Insert in line 3, after 11 violates 11
, the additional word 11 posted. 11 

2. Insert in line 6, after "result", the additional phrase 11 in 
referral to the University Counseling Service for psychological 
evaluation and" 

3. Insert in line 7, after "of", the additional phrase "fines of up to 
$50.00" 

4. Add new sections (Q), (R), and (S) on the second page: 

(Q) Misconduct in University libraries 

(a) Making loud noise 

{b) Bringing in unwrapped food and beverages; eating in non­
designated areas 

(c) Abuse of books, periodicals, newspapers, electronic 
equipment, and other library materials 

(d) Disobeying posted instructions and signage 

(R) Engaging in lewd, indecent, obscene, degrading, or morally 
embarrassing conduct; sexual harassment; 

(S) Emotional Instability 

A student who shows evidence of psychological instability 
that may pose danger to that student or others, or may 
interfere with the normal functioning of the University, may 
be required to see a psychologist or a psychiatrist. If the 
student does not secure psychological help, or if the 
student I s behavior warrants it, he or she may be suspended 
from the University. Confirmation from a psychologist or 
psychiatrist that the student has been under treatment, may 
return to the University without danger to herself/himself or 
others, and will not disrupt the normal functioning of the 
University, is necessary for readmission. 

A student may be required to go to the University Counseling 
service for psychological evaluation before disciplinary 
action for suspension or dismissal begins. This shall be 
decided by the Dean of Student Services. 

[This section differs from the previous section since it applies only to 
students who, un 1 i ke others, are subject to both Student Disc i p 1 i nary 
Procedures and the Ohio Revised Code, etc.] 
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APPENDIX B 

FACULTY RESEARCH GRANTS AND SUMMER FELLOWSHIPS 

549 Total applications Submitted Since 1983 
48.9% Average Funded of All Applications 

Number Submitted Percent Funded 
1983-89 1988-89 1983-89 1988-89 

ARTS & SCIENCES 
(321 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
51. 1% funded} 

Biology 41 5 59 60 
Chemistry 60 9 63 100 
Classics 6 0 67 
Economics 9 1 33 0 
English 26 4 46 25 
Geography 8 0 75 
Geology 29 4 52 25 
History 27 5 63 60 
Math Sciences 39 3 26 67 
Modern Languages 2 0 0 
Philosophy 1 0 0 
Physics 23 3 52 0 
Political Science 7 3 71 100 
Polymer Science 1 1 100 100 
Psychology 14 3 50 67 
Sociology 25 0 32 
Urban Studies 3 1 67 100 

BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
(154 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
42.9% funded) 

Accounting 7 0 14 
Finance 1 0 100 
Management 0 0 
Marketing 6 2 67 50 

COtllUNITY & TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
(23 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
21. 7% funded) 

A 11 ied Hea 1th 0 0 
Associate Studies 0 0 
Business Technology 0 0 
Engineering & Science 14 6 29 17 
Public Service 1 0 100 
Women's Studies 1 0 0 
Criminal Justice 3 0 0 
C & T 4 0 0 
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r Number Submitted Percent Funded 
1983-89 1988-89 1983-89 1988-89 

EDUCATION 
(23 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
17.3% funded) 

Counseling & Special Education 6 1 0 0 
Educational Administration 2 1 50 0 
Educational Foundations 4 0 25 
Elementary Education 1 0 0 
Health & Physical Education 1 0 0 
Secondary Education 1 0 0 
Education 8 0 25 

ENGINEERING 
(95 proposals 
53.7% funded) 

submitted 1983-89, 

Biomedical 17 4 65 100 
Chemical 14 0 64 
Civil 4 0 75 
Electrical 16 2 50 100 
Mechanical 35 8 40 88 
Polymer 7 3 71 67 
Engineering 2 0 50 

FINE & APPLIED ARTS 
(43 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
48.8% funded) 

Art 19 4 53 75 
Communication 4 2 0 0 
Communicative Disorders 4 1 75 100 
Dance 2 0 50 
Home Economics & Family Ecology 5 1 40 100 
Music 6 2 50 100 
Theatre Arts 3 0 67 

SCHOOL OF LAW 
(10 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
50% funded) 

10 0 50 

SCHOOL OF NURSING 
(15 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
53% funded) 

15 3 53 100 



April 27, 1989 

UNIVERSITY LIBRARY & 
LEARNING RESOURCES 

(3 proposals submitted 1983-89, 
0% funded) 

Number Submitted 
1983-89 1988-89 

3 2 

Compiled by Carl McMillin 
Chairman, Research (Faculty Projects) Committee 
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Percent Funded 
1983-89 1988-89 

0 0 

0 
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3600 Stole O lhce Tower 
30 Eost Brood Street 
Columbus, O hio 43266-04 l 7 

Admm1slra1ton '614) 466-6000 
Student Ass1st,mce '614, 466-7420 

Me:morandurn 
Members, Board of Regents 

William B. Coulter, Chancellor 

March 7, 1989 
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SUBJECT: Highlights of Substitute House Bill 111 

Today the House Finance Committee presented a substitute bill for 
1990-1991 operations. Higher education received an additional 
$70.7 million and starts in a major way the repair of the 
Executive Budget -- the current revenues budget. 

Top billing was given to the Instructional Subsidies, $20.l 
million and $36.3 million. With the models endorsed by OBM, the 
fee assumption increase during the two-year period would stand at 
21.8%. We still have a way to go toward $200 million. 

Other highlights: 

Sea Grants 
Cooperative Extension 

(language requires $200,000 per year 
be spent for 4-H) 

Agricultural Research & Development 
(language directs this increase to be 
spent at the Piketon Center) 

Shawnee State Supplement 
Demonstration Laboratories 

(this permits a beginning on the 
Regents' access strategy) 

Labor Education 
Police and Fire Protection 
050 Cancer Hospital 
Long-term Care Research 
WCPN-CSU Radio Link 
Urban Universities 
Ohio University Innovation Center 
Rural University Project 
Water Resources Center 
Firefighters Hazardous Materials 
OBR - Personal Services 

(thousands) 
a.ill ll.ll 
+200 +200 
+350 +350 

+500 

+1,500 
+380 

+400 
+300 

+l,500 
+300 
+150 
+267 
+ 94 
+ 27 
+118 
+160 
- 49 

+1,000 

+1,600 
+600 

+450 
+325 

+2,500 
+300 
+150 
+275 
+ 54 
+ 28 
+118 
+170 
- 52 
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P age 2 

Amendments will be heard and a floor vote is scheduled for 
March 17. It is my impression the above reflects about what 
the House will be able to accomplish at this stage. 
Stay tuned 1 

ck 

0 

0 



April 27, 1989 OHIO BOARD OF REGENTS 
Page 27 Kl61f£R EDI/C,\fIDN OPE!IATIH6 o\PPROPRIATJallS 

(Thaus.nOII 

Find A!ipr011rutian R~tnh' Rtca11tnOtion Encuh v, lud;,t Hau,e S11ast1 tute Ba 11 1987-1988 1988-1989 198 ·1990 19'10·1991 1989-19'0 19 0·19'1 l919·li90 U90·!'1il 

IMSTRUCTl~N 
lnstruct1oul Subndits 11,uo,::,.1 St,Oll,iS!.! u,:n,n,.a Sl,408,974,i Sl,lll,U4.9 u,m,096.1 n,m,3,4.9 11,li9,396,I 
SELECTIVE Elcru.£ltCE 
E11nent Sch al •r 10.0 S41500.0 ,o.o U,!00.0 10.0 14,S00.l ro.o U,!00,0 Proqr11 Esctll111ct 0-Q l,000.0 O.J l,ooo.o 0.0 .,ooo.u 0,o) ,.Iii)\),~ AcidlllC Chl1lenq1 11,000.~ 11,400.0 1::.:00.0 14,700,(I 11,100.0 11.:,2.~ 11,400.v 11.:~,.~ Rnurcn Chd I 111a, 10,563.6 12,!U,1 ll,'99,9 14,163.:i u,100.0 11,70G.O 11,]00.0 II, 700. ·l Proauct1~1t1 Chfltnq, z,~oo.o 2,100.0 .,580.0 .,a~o.o l,001. 9 U28,5 ;,,JOI.~ 2.~2s.s Ohio ,11perc01a11ttr 3,11110.0 4,500.0 5,000.1 4,SOO.O 4,500,0 4 ,!00. 0 ,.soo . .i l,!O~.O Librirv ,kens 3vsc11 o.o o.o 25~.o 250.0 20,.i m.1 :oo. ~ ::~. l lndtP Coll~• Chi!ltngl o.o u o.u 1,000.0 0.0 m.o u,O ;s~.u su11-rotll m,1,:..0 m,rn.1 flS,428.9 m,93:..:; uo,ao8.1 fl'l ,04•. ii sJO,aoe.1 S:i9,04a.o 
ACCES3 
Ohio ln,tructianJI 6nnu m,750.0 m,~o.o f69,000.0 188,200.0 142,700.0 m,:11.0 $42,700,,) 1'4,:81.0 016 lor Prapruhrv Scllooh 10,750.0 '1,800.0 2,727.9 1,116, ~ 2,727.9 11 lib. 9 Sinqlt ?utt1t &ruts 0.o) 0.0 4,000.0 s,ooo.o o.o 0.0 ,).~ o.o ll&r ilrpnins 1,:120.2 1,931.,) 2,201., 2,:os.1 1,931.0 1,991.9 1,9!1.0 1,988.9 Auduic 5chohnluu l,5'1.0 3,591.0 l,S91.0 3,591.0 3,591.0 l,591.0 M'II.O z,m.o D1vtlDO■lfttd EduUhDII 2,017.0 2,097, 7 5,000,,) 5,:25.0 2,097.7 2,160.4 2,0'7. i 1, lav.~ u,~,n ln1ti1tnu 1'9.5 199.:S :;oo.o lOo).0 199.S ?05.S 19U m.: Ctntral Stat• Suool111nt MH,5 1,m.s e,m.~ 8,225.0 1,088.S 8,225.,) 1,081.5 ,,~:~.~ Studtnt ChOICI lir;iats 15,::7. 4 15,527.4 21,000.0 22,900.0 15,962.1 11,520. a 1s,m.1 16,5i0.3 Acttss 11.r~Y Pr:irecu 150.0 m.o 450.0 450.0 400.0 400.a 400.0 41)1).,) Acu11,Rtttnt1D11 lnctnti •• o.o ,),0 9,121.6 10,ou.o o.o 0.0 o.o o.o llinority 6raauu, Opportwnty o.o 0.0 2,000.a 2,2!10. 0 o.o o.o o.o o.o E,rl y Intwnntl an o.o o.o 2,000.0 4,000.0 o.o o.o o.o o.o School/Coll .. , Tr1nntiat11 o.o 0.0 750.0 750.0 o.o o.o o.o o.o D111anstnll 1111 LMontorus u o.o '°°·o 600.0 o.o 0.0 300.0 60,).0 Su·Tat.11 S81,S9l,,i m,m.1 tt21,m.s sm,110.1 m,u1.1 178,.419.7 sn,9'7.7 m,oa,.1 
RES£11RClf, l'llll.IC !i£11YICE, ,use 

o.o lltro,, au l11st1t11t1 o.o 4-40.0 m.o o.o o.o . 0.o) G.O llndtrgr,oHtl INrllYHfllt o.o o.o 4U l,048,0 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o ~rlCld tun R , D Ctnttr m,m.1 S19,5U.6 20,m.1 22,0.0.s 19,5fl.6 '2011!7.B 20,041.6 21.m.a Coonntl•• E:shll'IIDII ll,22U 11,m •• 12,S90.5 13,~B.9 ll,453,l 11,m., 11,eo:.::; l2, 146., Urban Uni YtrU tlff 2,SiS.4 2,&68.1 l,178.:.! l,412.0 2,401.2 2,47!.J 2,661.1 2,m.1 l1tior Educ.1t1on S1rnc1 1,211.9 1,211.9 1,m.• 11l6B.1 1,211., 1,248,l 1,u1., 1,698.l Di so heed Hott111w1 m.i> 279.7 296.5 m.a 279.7 281,1 m.1 2BB, I r. OSU·SH 6r~nts 1'141.S 1".5 211.5 225.Z o.o 0,0 200.0 200.0 ArhflcuJ lnttlliqtnc1 351).0 ~.o m.o 395.l 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o OU·lnn11Yat1on Center 187.0 187.0 198.~ m.1 '3.S 96.l 187.5 m . ., 
Rur•I lln1nrut~ Pro1tct1 254.0 m.o 21:S. I 303,7 242,l 249.4 2/iU 277.1) c,ntni St httr Atsaurcn 300.0 lOO.u l18.0 JJB.7 lOO.O 109.0 418.0 m.o Clrv,hnd St Hu /lat Pro, 100.0 1~.o 159.0 169,l o.o o.o 160.0 110.0 
Sha1111 St•te U, Suo1le■1nt 1,000.0 1,200.0 4,000.0 4,000.0 1,200.0 l,2'6,0 4,700.0 4,s,~.o Lanq r,n CM, ~tsHrcn 0,.) a.o 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o 100.0 100,1) CSU Ridl a L1ni o.o 0.0 o.o D.O o.o 0.0 1::0.0 150,0 S1111-iotd m,aiz.; m,110.1 U-4,091,7 149,520.4 m,m.:. 139,IIS. I ~ 142,789.1 144,579.Z 
H£M. Tlf NA#Pf]IJEJI 
Chn1 cal-!ltd1c1ne 

DSU Ul,605.6 m,.o,.6 14,m.o 15,649.2 ll,996.5 m,m.o ll,996.5 m,47&.u UC 11,190.4 11,190,4 12,085,h 12,871.2 11,501.7 ll,90ll.l 11,501.7 11, ,o,. • llCDT a,m.1 B,7U,l 9,420.1 10,012.4 819&6,5 9,210.4 B,966,5 9,290.4 NSU 4,096.5 4,096.5 4,424.2 4,711.S 4,211.2 4,358.6 4,211.2 4,J58. ~ OU 4,096.5 4,096.5 4,424.2 4,711.8 4,ZIJ.2 4,358.6 ~,:u.2 ,.~~8.o NEOUCDII 4,uu.s •,m.s 4,424.2 4,711.B 4,211.2 4,:sa., 4,211.2 4,l58.1, Chni cll ·Ot11hl 
Uld Yrt lied 9!1.5 991.5 1,0,0.0 1,1za., 981.5 1,011.0 m.s 1,011.1) CIIRU•lltat Cl ftl 5,195.l s,m.:; 5,H0.9 5,975.6 5,l40.8 5,s.27. 7 5,340.8 5,!27.; -llenul m.s m.o :oo.o o.o lOO.O o.o 300.0 u Priauy Cu-r !,&79.4 l,679. 4 1,m.a 4,232.0 l,U'l.4 l,7119.B l,67'.4 l,m.a 

Fu11r PriCtlCt 7,598, 4 7,591.4 8,20.,j 117!9, 7 7,598.4 7,826,:l 7,598.4 1,m.:. 6tru ric Ilea 1,m.1 11l2'1,7 1,m.1 1,742.4 l,l29.i 1,m.b 1,:m.1 1,lo'-1, Child ~bull Prtn<1ttan 256.0 m.2 0.0 0.0" o.o 9.0 ,),0 o.o OSU Cincar Hasai td 0.0 1,000.0 o.o o.o o.o o.o 1,500.0 2,~00,') Paautnc Clin1c.1l 1,000.0 1,225.0 1,298.5 1,m., 1,rn.o 1,261.9 1,225.Q 1,:~1.a Aro HHlth Educ C11tttr 1,700.0 1,900.0 2,164.0 2,m.1 1,900.0 1,m.o 1,,00,ll t,957.~ 
l!tOIUI Ed11ut1 on Fin1nc1 Study 0.0 o.o 250.0 o.o 0.0 o.o o.o ,;.,> 

Sull·fot•I SoS,J40,6 169,551.l m,m.o ,1a,m.s .. ,,m.1 S71,481.7 H0,945. l m,m.; 
Ptt\HltlN& • CDDROIHTtON 

11:,Sli&.4 Ptrsonntl Srrv1 cts '2,017.4 f2,Ul.6 f2,4'0.0 12,650.0 12,155.l 12,620,3 Sl, IOls.2 llnnttn1nt! 740.l 7i2.6 800.0 840.0 i09.9 850.S a-09. 9 &5u.5 
E11111p1,nt 10,0 21.B 40.0 40.1) ll.1 40.0 ;a. I 40.,) 
Library PIJnn1nq 4".5 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 1.0 
lnfaruu on SnttH l1prov11111t o.o o.o 760,0 750.0 260.0 250.0 Z6M 2~0.0 

Sub·Tat1l 12,817.2 s21 94&.o Sl,590.0 u,1ao.o U,S&l,l fl,7&1.l Sl,514,2 ll,708, l 

F~C!LITIH 
so.) Ficilit1n Rtnav1t1on so.o JO. u SIS,700.0 flB,700.0 SO,I) so.~ 10,•) 

i Eq111p1tnt ~rplic111nt O,u o. 0 ll,000,0 11,000.0 o.a o,o o.~ -),,) 
Pal I Ct I Fire 2&5,8 m.e 281.i 100.1 o.o o.o ;oo.o ;:s.) 
i65U·itl tc011un1c1t1 OU 1,000.• Q.O ,).0 o.o o.o o.o o.J r).~ 

Sub·iahl u,z,s.a sm.a fll,991.7 m,000.1 so.o IM s::uo.u ss:~.u 
TOTAL 11,2,0,n,.2 Sl,l15,809.6 rt ,Si,7 ,Zl7. 6 Sl,772,93 •• 2 fl ,3:;4, 102. t n ,:i95,7W.S Jt,;1,~.::1.1 II ,ljil, t:: .: 

Debt Strv1 ce 11ee,aa2.0 '225,i41),0 125h,121.0 ma,ss •. o m1,,m.~ 1m,3s:.-, 
GRAHO TOTAL 11 ,uq,901.2 ll ,!41,549 .~ n ,~9o,n;, 4 Sl,054,ol:i.S II ,U6,:40, l Sl,iiB,m,; 

Rev1sta :i-~-~q 



April 27, 1989 Page 28 

APPENDIX D 

Amend Facultfi Manual section 3359-20-02 Organization of the University, 
(5} (vi) as allows: 

Each college Dean, in consultation with the e 1 ected member,s of 
University Council from that college, shall initially synchronize 
the review of the department head. In assigning priorities, the 
Dean shall attempt to have approximately one-fourth of the 
departments reviewed each year. THE REVIEW SHALL CONSIST OF AN 
EXAMINATION OF THE DEPARTMENT HEAD'S VITA, INTERVIEWS WITH EACH 
FACULTY MEMBER, AND AM0MY.,0~S WRITTEN EVALUATIONS SOLICITED FROM 
EACH MEMBER OF THE DEPARTMENT IN QUESTION. THESE EVALUATIONS SHALL 
INCLUDE A QUESTION, 11 SHALL THE DEPARTMENT HEAD BE RETAINED?" 
WITHOUT A FAVORABLE VOTE OF 60% OF THE DEPARTMENT FACULTY, A NEW 
HEAD SHALL BE SELECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S 
GUIDELINES. THE DEAN SHALL THEN COMMUNICATE HIS/HER EVALUATION OF 
SAID DEPARTMENT HEAD TO THE PROVOST ANO TO THE RELEVANT FACULTY 
ACCOMPANIED BY ALL DOCUMENTATION INCLUDING THE ~M0MYt10~S FACULTY 
~r77r~g EVALUATIONS. RECORDS SHALL BE KEPT OF THIS MATERIAL . 

The proposed Fleming amendment as revised to this point: 

"The dean shall CONDUCT t,~~Jf~ a secret ba l lot of ALL ~UH members 
of each department at least once in every four years, oftener as 
circumstances may suggest, and these ballots shall require a 
MAJORITY B0 ~~ft~~t t,pp~ft for retention of the department head in 
the office. 11 Dr. Fleming is requesting that this be inserted in 
place of "These evaluations shall include a question, ' Shall the 
department head be retained? 111 

OR• FRANK MARINI 

OFF: SENIOR VP & PROVOST 

BH 105 

REc121vt;o 

APR•) 8 . ... , '"1,9 

SR. v~ a. 0\.. 
.. ,r 
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